A 2*2 ANOVA showed no significant difference in the number of valid trials by group (high-versus low-risk infants: F(1, 65) = 1.40, p = 0.24), sex (boys versus girls: F(1, 65) = 0.10, p = 0.76) or group*sex interaction: F(1, 65) = 0.41, p = 0.52.
Gap-overlap task
A 2*2 ANOVA showed that there was no significant difference in the number of valid trials by group (highversus low-risk infants: F(1, 94) = 2.46, p = 0.12), sex (boys versus girls: F(1, 94) = 2.43, p = 0.12) and no group*sex interaction: F(1, 94) = 0.04, p = 0.84.
Results

AOSI total score
A 2*2 ANOVA showed no significant main effect of sex on total AOSI score at 14 months: F(1, 97) = 0.5, p = 0.48, ηp 2 = 0.005 (see Table 1 ). The risk group effect was marginally significant F(1, 97) = 3.71, p = 0.06, ηp 2 = 0.04, and there was no group*sex interaction F(1, 97) = 0.18, p = 0.67, ηp 2 = 0.002. A linear regression showed a significant relationship between AOSI and ADOS score (β = 0.54, p < 0.001) and a significant sex*AOSI interaction (β = -0.47, p = 0.003). When this was broken down by sex, AOSI was a significant predictor of ADOS in males (β = 0.58, p < 0.001) but not females (β = -0.03, p = 0.81) see Figure 2 . Results were similar across high and low risk groups with significant effects in males (high risk: β = 0.588, p = 0.005; low risk: β = 0.53, p = 0.02) but not females (high risk: β = 0.059, p = 0.75; low risk: β = -0.31, p = 0.11). Significance levels remained unchanged when Mullen Scales of Early Learning (MSEL) verbal and non-verbal t-scores were added as covariates (see supplementary information).
Gaze following
Results from a 2*2 ANOVA showed that there was no significant effect of sex on correct looking time from a gaze following task: F(1, 65) = 1.28, p = 0.26, ηp 2 = 0.02 (see Table 1 ). The risk group effect (F(1, 65) = 2.39, p = 0.13, ηp 2 = 0.04) and group*sex interaction (F(1, 65) = 0.43, p = 0.52, ηp 2 = 0.006) were also not significant. Gaze time significantly predicted ADOS score (β = -0.51, p = 0.01), while the effect of sex (β = -0.52, p = 0.11) and the sex*gaze time interaction time (β = 0.60, p = 0.12) did not reach significance. When we ran separate simple linear regressions for males and females, gaze time predicted later ADOS in males (β = -0.44, p = 0.024) but not females (β = -0.13, p = 0.41) see Figure 3 . We did not look at this analysis split by risk group owing to the very small sample size for the males (n = 13 low risk, n = 13 high risk). Results remained substantively similar when MSEL scores were added as covariates (see supplementary information).
Disengagement
For disengagement, as for the other infant markers, no significant sex difference in disengagement was found F(1, 94) = 1.03, p = 0.31, ηp 2 = 0.01. The main effect of risk group F(1, 94) = 2.32, p = 0.13, ηp 2 = 0.02 and the group*sex interaction were also non-significant F(1, 94) = 0.002, p = 0.96, ηp 2 < 0.001. When entered into a regression model, disengagement reaction time was a significant predictor of subsequent ADOS score (β = 0.36, p = 0.01). The interaction between sex and disengagement was marginally significant (β = -0.32, p = 0.08) and when this was broken down into two separate regressions, again the relationship between disengagement and ADOS score was significant for males (β = 0.38, p = 0.017) but not females (β = -0.003, p = 0.98) see Figure 4 . When split by risk group the β values remained very similar with the effect of disengagement on ADOS in males becoming marginally significant in the high risk group (β = 0.41, p = 0.07) and nonsignificant for the low risk group (β = 0.31, p = 0.22). Neither group showed a significant effect in females (p values > 0.73). Again, results remained similar after controlling for MSEL scores (see supplementary information).
Social Communication Questionnaire (SCQ) analysis
To confirm that our results were not due to some specific measurement issue related to the ADOS, we also assessed the relationship between risk factors and parent reported SCQ score. As the data were skewed, a square root transformation was also applied to the SCQ and both transformed and untransformed results are presented. Results remained similar, with the AOSI scores significantly predicting SCQ scores in males (β = 0.35, p = 0.03; although this became a trend only for the transformed scores β = 0.25, p = 0.12) but not females (β = 0.06, p = 0.63; transformed β = 0.09, p = 0.52). Gaze following behaviour was marginally significant in males (β = -0.34, p = 0.09; transformed β = -0.33, p = 0.10) and not significant for females (β = 0.09, p = 0.59; transformed β = 0.12, p = 0.43), and disengagement latency significantly predicted SCQ in males (β = 0.34, p = 0.03; transformed β = 0.31, p = 0.05) but not females (β = 0.14, p = 0.30; transformed β = 0.14, p = 0.32).
